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RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION RFX^UIREMTCNT 



SJR: 



Responsive to the requirement for restriction dated April 3, 2002, applicants wiah to 
elect Oroi^i 1, claims 23-40, drawn to a process for flte adhesive-free production of 
polymeric components, with Ixaverse. 

The restriction lequiiement is traversed for the following reasons: The Examiner 
contends that claims 23-40; drawn to a "process for the adhesive-&ce production of 
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polymeric coinponetits"» and claims 41-44, drawn to ''polymeric constituents" are separate 
mventaons. Applicants disagree. Claim 23 (from which claims 24-40 depend) describes a 
detailed^ multi-step process for preparing polymeric components without the use of adhesive. 
Claim 4 1 (from which claims 42-44 depend) describes the polymeric components made from 
this very process. The components of claims 41-44 are made using the process of 
claims 24-40, Conversely, practicing the process of claims 24-40 wi!) result in products such 
as those of claims 41-44. Given the hi^ degree of inter-relation between these two claim 
groups, it cantiiot be said that those groups represent separate inventions- Also, given this 
inter-relation of the process and component claims, examination of both clahn sets would 
place litde if any additiotial burden on the Examiner. 

Finally, the Examiner's comment that "the special technical features of the claimed 
invention are not found to define a contribution over the prior art" is believed to be irrelevant 
to the issue of unity of invention. Moreover, the Examiner has not explained the relevance 
of the disclostnre of WO 90 14940 to the issue of utiity of invention. 

For the reasons outlined above, it is requested that the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the restriction requirement. A Notice of Allowance is earnestly solicited. 

If any fees are due to enter this paper, authorization is given to charge Deposit 
Account no. 50-0624. 
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